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the defense aspect of which is parario’ant f and Uie unauthori7ed 
disclosure of which could result in exceptionally grave dar^^e • the 
natcen .... 7nis cannot describe the medical records of Parkland Hospital 
(21nl50~2c9) r for example? or the testimony of Jack Kuby, Revilo Oliver, 
and a wide range of other witnesses before the Cor.mission. Hovrever, this 
testimony was all classified 'lop Secret"? I believe. At the very least, 
material that was capriciously' or arbitrarily classified is not subject to 
^ne protection given by the exemption to properly classified material. It 
is obvaous from records now available that the V&rren Coinniission routinely 
ovez'classified its records. The mere presence of a "Secret" or "Top Secret" 
stamp does not, therefore, prove that a specific item is properly covered 
by the 'national security” exemption. 

I have some information about the contents of CD 653 (item l). It 
appears that the 'confidential sources" involved are widely known to provide 
ir^ormation (including supposedly confidential information) to the FBI. I 
expect that the release of this CD would not reveal anything new about these 
sources . 

I am grateful for the iiiformation provided about item 2, the O'll file. 

I already have the pages from CD 110 that were released in 19?0. 

Please refer to my letter of July 31 for coxments on items 3, 4, 5, and 
6, I have kept the Archives informed of my*' correspondence i>d.th the Secret 
Service and the Justice Department. I still feel that the Archives' refusal 
to ob!:a.ir. replacement copies of mislaid records is an unnecessary procedural 
cbsmacle, inconsistent ’.dth the proper administi*ation of the Freodozi of 
Information Act. 

Since a great deal of material containing irrelevant "details of a 
personal nature" was released by the Vferren Commission and as a result of 
the 1970 Review, that obviously has not been considered a compelling reason 
for nondisclosure. A determination of whether jr.aterial such as CD 365 (item 
7) ii’. fact has any "significant coiinection mth the assassination" should 
not be left to the agencies wiiich compiled the inforia-ation as part of an 
often inadequate invostigation. 

To say that the letter to the FBI (item 8) is "spoclfically required 
by Ibrecutive order to be kept secret" is certainly stretching tho definition 
of "specific," I urge that this letter be examined to see if it now meets 
the criteria of the definition of its classification level? if it does not, 
your agency has the responsibility and authority to release it. 

Item 9 1 the log of Cciamission correspondence, contains infoimiation from 
withheld records. It is not clear to me that this justifies, in law or in 
fact, tho withholding of the entire register. Sven >7ith some deletions, it 
would be a valuable guide for researchers interested in the flow’ of infoimation 
to the Commission, or attempting to cover a specific subject completely. 

At least a sanitized version should be made available. 

i-n connection with item 10, I a:n enclosing a copy of a letter from Mr. 
Rankin, evidently in response to a citizen's inquiry, (letter of December 
10, 1964, to Mr, Marshall Kaufman) The material deleted fr om Mrs. Kennedy's 
test^ony is said to be "a very brief statement that merely described how 
bad >7ounds_7 looked to her The reason given by Mr, Rankin, "good 

taste", is not covered by the reasons for nondisclosure cited by 'Mr. Angel. 
T-iiether or not the deleted material contains details "of a personal natxire," 
it can hardly be said to have no significant connection with the assassination. 


I have no particular interest in Mrs. Kennedy's personal reaction. Kowevor, 
Inflight of the well knovm and serious contradictions in the available 
evidence on the nature of the wounds, Vj'. Rankin's statement that l-h-s. 
Kennedy s observations "could contribute nothing to the inouiry" is 
incorrect and an invalid reason for nondisclosiure. 

I do not see hovr the transcript of a Commission meeting (item 11) can 
be considered part of an investigatory file. Such a broad interpretation 
could lead to the noncisclosuro of a large fraction of all Agency 
proceedings - i.e., -uny that discuss the need for or results of an 
investigation. As alieady noted, I feel that this item was not compiled 
for law enforcement purposes, and that it was classified "Top Secret” 
routinely and capriciously. 

I am intrigued by Hr. Angel's assertion that this item, tlie transcript 
of a Co.mmiscion discussion about allegations that Lee Harvey Osv.Tild was an 
undercover agent, contains details of a personal nature having no significant 
connection with the assassination. Vhatever personal details about Os'.'.'ald 
or an associate of his were relevant to the discussion are by that very 
fact ^significantly connected to the assassuiation. I wonder whether tho 
Commission focused on the personal or professional beckground of those who 
made the allegations about Oswald rather than investigating tho allegations 
themselves. Perhaps you could indicate to me to rriiom theste "personal 
details” relate. 

Again, I note that "tho Ct^mmission did not desire to restrict access 
to any of its working papers except those classified by other agencies." 

The nature of the Commission's ’/«rk and of tho public interest in it led 
to a consensus that .maximum possible disclosure was desirable. &rcn where 
applicable, the exemptions to the Freedom of Information Act allow tat do 
not require nondisclos’iirs. Archives regulations provide that "GSA will 
decide each case on its merits, in accordance with the liberal policy of 
5 U.8.C. 552 .... (41 C.F.R. 105“60.601a) I ask that you promptly 

consider each of the eleven items originally sought, and release as many 
as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 

~PctuA ^ T'/c^nJt. 

Enclosures Paul I. Eoch 



